attributed mainly to lack of awareness of available training programs and lack of government support (World Bank, 2000) .This lack of entrepreneurial skills has hoed back adjustment to and greater participation of Bungoma SMEs and entrepreneurs in the "new world of work" brought about by increased digitalization and fragmentation of production processes (OECD 2017) . The scenario has resulted in high mortalities of MSEs and poverty levels.
In 2006, the joint UNDP/ROK research report on district poverty indices classified Bungoma as a millennium district owing to high poverty levels. Since the county is well endowed with human and natural resources, poverty was attributed to undeveloped entrepreneurial culture. The UNDP/ROK entrepreneurship development programs were launched on pilot basis in the county (UNDP/ ROK: 2006.). Massive trainings followed and we have not had information if professional training cycles are followed, nor reports on programs evaluation using standard models to ascertain if the intended goals are being achieved. This study therefore sought to answer the question; to whichextent has entrepreneurship training influenced enterprise performance in Bungoma County?
Methods
The objective was to assess the extent to which training influenced enterprise performance. The study was based on the Kirkpatrick's Improved Model of Training planning and evaluation (Clark 2009: http://bdld.blogspot. com/ 2008/12/flipping-kirkpatrick.html). Training is planned backwards to ensure there is a circular causality, as shown in Figure1 below.
Figure 1: Kirkpatrick's Improved Model of Training Evaluation
Showing a Causal Relationship Source: Clark, D. (2008; 22) , Flipping Kirkpatrick
The model has four levels of evaluation: reaction, learning, behavior and results. The reaction level measures satisfaction; what the trainees thought and felt about the training. Evaluation here focuses on the reaction of individuals to the training (Kirkpatrick 1998 , in UN 2008 12) .Learning level evaluation measures the learning that occurred; the resulting increase in knowledge or capabilities. It assesses what has been learned as measured with end of course tests. The behavior level a measures the behavior change that is, extent of behavior and capabilities improvement and application). Evaluation at this level measures the transfer of what has been learned back to the workplace. The results level measures the effects on the institutional environment resulting from the trainees' performance; evaluation here measures the impact of the training on overall organizational results/growth (Kirkpatrick 1998 , in UN 2008 12) .In the framework above, levels 1 and 2 form formative evaluation, whereas levels 3 and 4 are associated with summative evaluation (UN 2008; 13) . The model emphasizes the need for evaluating training for impact and future program improvement. A survey research design was adopted. It is a popular and common strategy in business research where it is used to answer who, what, where, how much and how many questions (Saunders et. al., 2009: 144) . Participants were entrepreneurs who had operated for two or more years and participated in three or more trainings. The target population was 450 entrepreneurs obtained from the trainers' and MSE facilitation officers' data banks in Bungoma County. The sample size for the respondents from the entrepreneurs was determined using the coefficient of variation formula developed by Nassiuma (2000 in Sangurah 2013 . The study used coefficient of variation strategy because it is objective in sample size determination. See the formula: n = NC 2 C 2 + (N-1) e 2 Where: -n = sample size N = population e = tolerance level C= coefficient of variation A coefficient of variation less than 30% is recommended in determining the sample size. A sample size of 41 respondents participated in this study and individual elements in the study were selected using a simple random sampling technique. Primary data was collected using questionnaires, which were administered by the researcher. A pilot test was
